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Abstract
Second language learning remains a difficult subject in high schools. Teaching a group of students a
second language in a short period of time is something educators continue to struggle with. This 
thesis has the aim to see if a Communicative or Varied approach works best for students of a certain
age. Two groups of students, dubbed juniors and seniors, were split and taught in the two different 
ways. They were taught various grammatical structures to see of this influenced the results. Two 
theories of language learning, namely the nativist and constructivist theory, were considered for this
study and they both claimed that the Communicative approach would work best. This seemed, 
however, not to be the case when looking at the results of the lessons. The students of both age 
groups did better with the Varied approach with the lesson on conditionals. The lesson on the past 
tense was done better when taught with the grammatical approach. The claim that this approach 
works best is thus not entirely defendable. This paper concludes that the grammatical construction 
is of more importance when deciding on a varied or communicative approach. 
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1. Introduction
Second language teaching at highschools remains a difficult subject. Teachers are still looking for 
alternatives to the classic ways of teaching and large amounts of research is being done on the 
subject. For my Bachelor’s thesis I delved into this problem as well, comparing classic grammar 
teaching to the more communication-based tasks that are introduced in the classroom. These 
approaches to teaching were grounded in the Skill Acquisition Theory, leading to a more rules based
approach to teaching, and the Sociocultural Theory of teaching, being communicative based. Both 
the approaches to teaching seem to leave gaps in the knowledge that is not explicitly taught, but the 
question was if students are able to capture other information by themselves when being taught and 
to what extent. A short experiment was carried out and it was found that students of around 14 years
of age retain more grammatical knowledge when taught in a communicative approach than in an 
approach which relies on learning grammatical rules. This was not what was hypothesised. Children
who were taught in the communicative manner scored higher on the tests made on both the 
grammatical and communication parts. Communicative teaching seems to be a valid choice for 
younger students, but I would like to research if this is also the case for older students  when 
learning more advanced grammatical constructions.
For this Master's thesis I would like to thus not only draw on the two approaches to language 
teaching (Skill Acquisition and Sociocultural), but on the nativist and constructivist theories as well.
Both nativists and constructivists prefer teaching based on communication and predict that this is 
the way to teach younger children. In the Bachelor's thesis, based around these younger children, 
this had been found as well, but the question is if this works for older learners just the same. If this 
method of teaching fails, nativists say it is because people do not have access to the UG from a 
certain age onwards. In other words, they are considered to be 'too old' to learn a language in the 
communicative way. Constructivists say the communicative approach fails because of the poverty 
of stimulus. If this is true, a more varied approach would work for older students: one that combines
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the communicative approach and the more classic grammar teaching. This is what is hypothesised. 
The older students are expected to learn more from a varied approach to teaching, whilst younger 
students would continue to benefit more from a communicative approach to learning. It is thought 
this would be the case no matter what the students are being taught as a grammatical structure.
If older students indeed learn better with a varied approach than the younger ones is what will 
be researched in this thesis. It is clear that  L1 Acquisition differs from L2 Acquisition. The first 
question is in what respect the acquisition of the first and second language differs and secondly, 
when learners are acquiring a second language how much access do they have to the principles that 
they used when acquiring their first language. In the following paragraphs a review of the literature 
on this subject can be found, namely what the Universal Grammar and the Constructivist Theory 
claim in this field. In the section after that a review of the Skill Acquisition and Sociocultural 
Theory can be found, which are what the lessons given for the experiment were based.
1.1.1 Universal Grammar
The first theory discussed will be Noam Chomsky's, the nativist theory developed and in use 
since the 1960's. This theory is known under the title of Universal Grammar (UG) in linguistics.  
According to this theory children have an innate knowledge of language and grammar 
which consists of three things: knowledge of phrase structure, knowledge of the principles of 
language and knowledge of parameters of syntax (Ambridge et al. 2001). Learners are able to set 
the parameters based on the input, enabling them to use a language effectively. The question is if 
children have access to these UG principles when acquiring a second language. If this is the case, 
children would be able to reset the parameters of their first language to suit those of the second 
language based on input only (Meisel 2013). Parameter ‘resetting’ means fixing parameters on 
values different from their initial or previous settings. The question is thus if these parameters can 
be set to different levels than used for the L1 (Meisel 2013). With this theory two issues come to 
light – the restructuring issue and the inertia issue. The restructuring issue is on whether parameters 
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can be reset to different values once they have been fixed in the L1 grammar. The inertia issue is on 
whether UG knowledge not activated during L1 development can be accessed in the course of L2 
acquisition (Meisel 2013). The grammatical information needs to be triggered by input in the target 
language.  Advocates of the UG theory plead for inductive learning, not explaining the rules of the 
language but letting the students figure out the structure of the language themselves. The 
grammatical knowledge of the L2 will be obtained and the parameters set to the L1 will be reset.
However, there are some doubts in the form of the Logical Problem of Language Acquisition, 
the fact that the input a speaker gets is too inconsistent to learn inductively (Bley-Vroman 1990). 
This proposed idea of parameter resetting and still having access to the UG could only be within 
reach for learners in their Critical Period, making inductive learning unsuitable for older learners. It 
is also said that the linguistic data to which L2 learners are exposed are not enough to develop 
enough linguistic knowledge, creating a gap between available experience and attained competence 
(Bley-Vroman 1990). This leads to the idea that some mental grammars contain information which 
can not be learned inductively from the stimuli available to a learner. This is known as the Poverty 
of the Stimulus Hypothesis (Meisel 2013). It could be that learners of a second language do not 
undergo any problems relating to the Logical Problem and the Poverty of Stimulus Hypotheiss 
because they have acquired the grammar of their first language already and they can rely on this 
when learning their first language, as argued by Schachter (1990). This would mean that learners of 
a second language could pick up a second (or even more than that) language inductively with full 
access to the Universal Grammar. It is a theory that assumes that the learners are completely 
autonomous and able to pick up a new language on their own with the information already present 
in their brain.
1.1.2 Constructivists
The second theory discussed is that of the constructivists. This is not a theory solely used for 
language acquisition, but it has gained its hold in this area as well. The constructivist theory is a 
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usage-based theory of language acquisition which is based on the idea that meaning and structure 
arises when learners use a language (Thomasello 2005). Learners of language are thought to have 
two skills: intention-reading (the functional dimension) and pattern-finding (the grammatical 
dimension). Using these skills learners will learn to use vocabulary and grammar when 
communicating in the language that they are learning. Learners will create a structured inventory of 
the language used around them (Thomasello 2005). In a constructivist setting this means that 
'experimental learning' is advocated. Learners will be able to learn a language through the 
mimicking of real-life experiences, again basing the curriculum on communicative learning. 
Learners will learn to to match new material against already known information, creating meaning 
connection by themselves, rather than learning facts for repetition. This method relies on autonomy, 
letting learners find their own solutions, but learning in groups is advocated as communicating with 
peers in meaningful ways would promote language acquisition (Ferus 2004). This theory, however, 
also has some objections. For learners who are not in their Critical Period anymore it would be 
difficult to create these connections on their own, again making it unsuitable for older learners. It is 
unable to deal with more complex grammatical constructions as well, as it does not specify how the 
generalizations/abstraction process is constrained. Again it does not find a suitable argument against
the Poverty of Stimulus Hypothesis as well, just like with the nativist theory. Learners would have 
trouble to create less-frequently occurring constructions due to the fact that they hear these 
constructions less often and are thus unable to construct them for themselves. As a counterargument
it is said that learners are able to track co-occurrences and generalize the rules for less frequent 
constructions (Zyzik 2009), like with the irregular verbs were there is some slight regularity across. 
This would mean that learners acquire more frequent words and constructions earlier, but at the risk 
of students overgeneralising rules, but with correction and direct teaching this would pose few 
problems. Doing this it would mean that second language learners would be able to acquire all 
aspects of language as long as they get the proper input. Using task-based teaching in the target 
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language learners would acquire all aspects of a language naturally with the proper input. Learners 
would go through three stages – induce, discover and construct. 
1.1.3 Juxtaposition of the Theories
The two theories described above thus have different views on how a second language can be 
acquired by learners. According to Akhtar (2004) this is because of a difference in goals: the main 
goal of nativists is to create a theory of linguistic competence that suggests that linguistic 
knowledge is innate and to account for linguistic development in terms of UG. The main goal for 
constructivists, then, is to account for development in a learner's language system, relating this to 
the development of the children in general. These differences aside, the conclusion which is 
relevant for teachers remains the same: communication is key in the classroom when learning a 
second language. A communicative approach in the classroom is best, providing as much input in 
target language as possible opening up the way to near-native like communication. The two theories
do run into some problems, as they do grapple with the Poverty of Stimulus Hypothesis. The 
question is if the input in target language is enough to gain competent speakers and if input only is 
enough. The lack of explicit instruction does seem to be worrying to some theorists. Both theories 
do have a solution to the problem. Nativists believe that eventually the learner will start to 
generalize the rules intuitively, based on the UG present in a learner's brain. How much access 
learners have to their UG when learning a second language, however, is still a matter of discussion. 
Advocates of the UG theory believe the access to the UG is relevant to the age of the learners as 
well and that would explain the success and failure of certain situations. Constructivists believe that 
the Poverty of Stimulus can be empirically tested and a vast amount of input is needed. A lack of 
input would lead to imperfect L2 speakers. The input provided in a classroom would not be a true 
reflection of natural input (Zyzik 2009) and would explain how first language learners would be 
able to gain competence in a language in this manner, but not second language learners. Both 
theories thus claim they have found the best way to teach a second language, but it is far from 
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perfect due to a lack of evidence and research. Both theories acknowledge that it is difficult to teach
a person a second language perfectly.
1.2.1 The Communicative approach and the Sociocultural Theory
The approaches which were discussed in the previous sections agree on the fact that the 
communicative approach would be the best way of teaching people a second language. The 
question then is how those lessons would need to be conducted. For the purpose of the study the 
lessons based on the communicative are grounded in the Sociocultural Theory which will be 
explained below. The explanations have been taken from my previous Bachelor’s thesis (Voges 
2016) and are paraphrased below. 
The Sociocultural Theory was devised by Lev Vygotsky and is based on the idea that the 
individual emerges through the collective. This individual will emerge through social interaction 
and learn through regulation. Within Sociocultural Theory there are three forms of regulation: 
object- , other- and self-regulation (209). Object-regulation means the person uses artefacts in the 
environment, such as dictionaries. Other-regulation has to do with mediation by people. Being 
corrected by teachers is an example of this. Self-regulation occurs when a person has internalized 
the other two forms of regulation and enables the students to think for themselves. This final stage 
has to be reached to be a proficient user of a language but the earlier stage can be re-accessed when 
face with new and challenging situations (210). 
Internalization is one of the cultural artifacts a language user must master and is described as: “a
negotiated process that reorganizes the relationship of the individual to her or his social 
environment and generally carries it into future performance” (Winegar 31).A better speaker relies 
more on this internal mediation and less on outward mediation. When internalization has taken 
place the speaker is proficient. The key to internalization lies in imitation and this plays an 
important part in language acquisition.  (Lantolf&Thorne 204). Learning by imitating an 
experienced speaker is very important. How well the student is developing can be measured with 
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the zone of proximal development (ZPD). The ZPD is a measuring which does not only reflect on 
what the students can do, but what the student will be able to do in the future as well. It uses the 
amount of help they need  and it predicts how much help they need with tasks in the future, 
assuming that this amount will lessen.  The sociocultural theory is remarkable as it, using the ZPD, 
includes assisted performance and looks to the future, with as aim to help development. The aim is 
that in the long run the amount and frequency of assistance by the teacher and other kinds of 
regulation will decrease, creating independent speakers.
All the lessons that will be conducted make use of the communicative approach in language 
teaching as this is the way a L1 is taught to children. They are grounded in Sociocultural Theory 
because, as explained above, this theory will provide the tools that are needed according to this 
approach.  It will be seen if the communicative approach is enough to teach a L2 as well or if it will 
fail for both or one of the groups. 
1.2.2. The Varied Approach and the Skill Acquisition Theory
The communicative approach might be the one preferred by the theories discussed, but the 
purpose of this thesis is to discover if it works in the classroom and then particularly for the older 
students. To determine this the communicative approach will be compared to a more varied 
approach to teaching which is used frequently in the current school environment. The varied 
approach also includes some communication, but the emphasis is still on grammar teaching, 
especially in the first years the children are learning the language. The importance of grammar 
teaching and why it is needed to learn a second language is illustrated in the Skill Acquisition 
Theory which is explained below. The explanations have, again, been taken from my previous 
Bachelor’s thesis (Voges 2016) and paraphrased. 
The Skill Acquisition theory has as the basic claim that all skills are learned in the same way 
(DeKeyser 94)  and applicable to numerous domains. The theory assumes that there are three 
stages: declarative, procedural and automatic (95). In the first stage declarative knowledge is 
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learned by an expert, in this case a teacher of English. The next stage is reached when the 
declarative knowledge is turned into procedural knowledge: students will use the taught skill. The 
third stage automatization is reached when the task can be flawlessly performed. To do this a large 
amount of practice is required (96), like extensive grammar practice. According to the power law of 
learning reaction time and error rate decrease systematically as a consequence of practice (96). The 
movement from declarative to procedural knowledge happens rather quickly. Moving from stage 
two to three, automatization, takes much longer and takes much more practice. In later stages the 
knowledge will also be applicable to other tasks which closely resemble that which has been 
initially taught (98). What is important to keep in mind is that  proceduralization and automatization
cannot get started if the declarative knowledge and a task set-up are not present. Earlier stages can 
be revisited when trying to reach the third stage as the foundation for the third stage needs to be 
built properly.
1.3 Conclusion
The two theories discussed above both claim that the communicative approach is the best way 
to teach a language to children. However, they both have their own reasons for suspecting that it 
might fail in some cases. The purpose of this study is thus to find out if the communicative 
approach is the best way to teach Dutch high school children English at the junior and senior levels 
of their education. It could be the case some grammar teaching is needed and the varied approach 
would work better.
In my Bachelor’s thesis the merit of a communicative approach was discovered for children 
who have just started out learning English. This approach led to more information being retained 
than when solely teaching them the grammar rules. An approach which did not explicitly teach the 
rules but instead relied on the students figuring it out for themselves made them more adept at using
the grammatical structure at a later date. The question is if adding a little bit of rule teaching 
improves it even more while retaining the communicative approach or if solely depending on 
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communicative exercises is better. An older age group has also been added to see if the 
effectiveness of the communicative approach depends on the age of the students. 
To discover this a study has been carried out with students of different age groups. A lesson has 
been given to two different groups per age bracket, one based on the communicative approach and 
one on the varied approach. They were tested on the material explained to determine which of the 
groups retained more information. The full methodology can be found in the next section. 
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 2 Methodology
2.1 Overview
The purpose of this study is to find out if the communicative approach is the best manner of 
teaching with Dutch High Schoolers or if the more popular varied approach works better when they 
learn English as a second language. Two grammatical constructions were chosen to research this: 
conditionals and the present perfect/past simple distinction. These constructions were chosen 
because conditionals can easily be taught at different levels due to the fact that it is easily split 
between the easier first and second conditional against all four including the zero and fourth 
conditional. The past simple/present perfect distinction was also chosen because is one that is 
difficult to grasp for Dutch students. If the communicative approach works best was researched for 
two different groups, that of younger students who have recently started learning English at high 
school level (around 13 years old) and those who are finishing high school (around 17 years old). 
Both those groups of students were split and two different lessons were given, one based on the 
communicative approach, favoured by the literature and one based on the varied approach, currently
most in use at high schools. These groups were tested on the grammatical structures learned at a 
later date. The lessons were constructed for this particular thesis and work on the basis that the 
students have little to no knowledge of the structures tested. The lessons have the same overarching 
theme (past accomplishments and future plans). The vocabulary used was familiar to the students 
making them able to focus on the grammar. This also means that neither of the groups have an 
advantage over the other. In short: 6 different lessons were given, 3 sets of 2. 
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These sets consisted of a lesson based on the Varied approach and one on the Communicative 
approach. The lesson was on one of three subjects: first and second conditionals (Juniors), 
conditionals zero to four (Seniors) and the past simple/past perfect distinction (Seniors). This is 
illustrated in the table below.
Communicative Varied
Juniors Conditionals Juniors Conditionals
Seniors Conditionals Seniors Conditionals
Seniors Past Seniors Past
Table 2.1 Lessons Given
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2.2 Lessons based on Varied approach: Overview
In the following section an overview of the lessons given based on the varied approach can be 
found. The exact nature of the lessons has been noted down together with the reasoning behind 
those choices. The lay-out of the lesson plan has again been based, just like the previous research on
Effective Learning in the Classroom (Effectief Leren in de Les, Ebbens e.a.) and Learning in Five 
Dimensions (Leren in Vijf Dimensies, Marzano/Miedema). The hand-outs used by the teacher can be
found in the appendix. The following section concerns three different lessons: two on conditionals 
given to both the seniors and juniors and one on the past simple/present perfect distinction given 
only to the seniors. 
2.2.1 Justification Lessons Varied Approach
It was the intention that the conditionals were taught with the rules first and then a communicative 
exercise to make use of the rules taught. The instruction had as basis that the students needed a 
strong grasp of the grammatical rules before they could use them in a communicative exercise so 
they could remember them and use them to make them their own. The rules need to be taught 
because of the assumption that the UG present in the brain would not be reset to the target language 
so easily, which is claimed by the nativists (Meisel 2013). The constructivists argue that it would be 
difficult for older learners to make connections between the grammatical structures in the L1 and 
L2 of the learners so it would  be imperative to hand it to the students in an easy-to-acces form. The 
rule teaching with which the lesson starts would be needed to make communication flow smoothly 
as the students can proceed through the stages fast (DeKeyser 2007). 
2.2.2 Introduction Lessons Varied Approach
When the lesson started the researcher explained to the students what the purpose of the lessons was
and that it was for a Master's thesis done for Leiden University. The subject were either conditionals
or the simple past/present perfect distinction. The students were taught these subjects in passing 
during lessons given by their teachers long ago, but never had extensive practice with the 
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constructions. It was mentioned that the researcher would return at a later date to perform a test with
the students so it was important to pay attention. 
2.2.3 Processing The Subject Matter
The students were asked to do two exercises which can be found in the appendix. The first exercise 
was some simple grammatical practice which was preceded by an explanation of the rules used for 
the grammatical instruction. It was intended that after this exercise the students would have a grasp 
of the rules needed for the learned grammatical construction and would be able to use them for a 
more free communicative exercise. The process for learning the grammatical rules has been based 
on the Skill Acquisition theory as explained in the literature review (Section 1.2.2.). When the 
students were familiar with the rules the researcher moved on to the second exercise which was 
done in small groups. Exercise 2 has as intention that the students made use of the grammatical 
structure taught but using them for themselves in a manner that was useful to them would make it 
easier to retain. The second exercise was an exercise in which they could create their own sentences
using the taught grammatical construction. Being able to use a grammatical construction in order to 
convey relevant information is a very important skill in the communicative approach. It was of 
importance that the researcher did frequent checks with the students so they knew if they were 
doing it correctly and that the correct constructions were taught. The theme of the lessons was the 
same for all them, past accomplishments and future aspirations. The students previously had 
vocabulary lessons about professions and sports so the researcher used these themes to construct the
materials for the lessons. 
2.2.4 The End of the Lesson
About five to ten minutes before the end of the allotted time the researcher asked the students to 
finish up with what they were doing and announced the end of the lesson. Some time was reserved 
for final questions to be asked or corrections to be made. With this the lessons was ended and the 
students were thanked. They were reminded that the researcher would return with a test.
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2.2.5 The Test
A week later the researcher returned with said test to be made during regular lesson time. The test 
can be found in the appendix. It was a short test similar to the exercise they had done during the 
lesson given, namely a simple exercise to check if the students had retained the grammatical rules 
and a free writing exercise to see of the students could use the rules to convey a message to another.
How the test was made can be found in the Results section. 
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2.3 Lessons Based on Varied Approach: The Lessons
In this section the conducted lesson is explained in more detail. The lesson is divided in sections 
according to the exercises and it is explained why these distinctions are made and what the use of 
the choices were according to the theory. 
2.3.1 Introduction (5 minutes)
The researcher introduces herself and explained that the lesson would be given for a Master's thesis.
An overview of the lesson was given, the students would receive some grammar explanation as it 
was the varied approach which includes a outlay of the rules and then the students would move on 
in groups with a communicative exercise. 
2.3.2 Exercise 1 (20 minutes)
The grammatical construction which was going to be taught was explained. This differed per lesson.
The Juniors were taught the first and second conditional. The seniors received two lessons, one 
based on the conditionals just as with the juniors, but the zero and fourth conditional were explained
as well, not only the first and second. They received a lesson on the past simple/present perfect 
distinction as a second lesson. They were taught the rules for the relevant construction, how to 
construct them and when to use them as well. The researcher wrote example sentences using the 
grammatical constructions asked for on the whiteboard and explained the difference between them 
and why this particular form of the grammatical construction was chosen. After that it was added 
how the construction could be formed using the grammatical descriptions the students were used to 
i.e. the first conditional is made using the present simple in the sub clause and will + the infinitive 
in the main clause. These sentences remained on the board for the duration of the lesson. This can 
be found in the appendix. This was based on the skill acquisition theory. It had as purpose that the 
students were able to pass through the first two stages of language acquisition (out of three) namely 
the declarative stage and the procedural stage (DeKeyser 2007). The declarative stage was accessed 
by the explanation of the grammar by the researcher. For the second stage the exercises were 
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needed. It was some basic fill in the verb exercises for which it was important that the students were
able to recognise what kind of conditional they were confronted with and which tense they thus 
must use. For the past simple/past perfect the exercise was a fill in the verb as well, but now they 
had to pick between the two tenses explained. The sentences were reviewed in class to see if the 
students understood the grammar and give them the opportunity to ask questions. The third stage – 
automatization – was left aside as the first exercise had as purpose that the students would be able to
use the construction themselves with the second exercise, the communicative one. The students 
were introduced to the grammatical construction with this first exercise but they had not yet reached
the level that they can perform it flawlessly. It was the intention that the students were now familiar 
enough with the construction to do some task based exercises with it, as was done for the second 
exercise.
2.3.3 Exercise 2 (15 minutes)
The second exercise was based on communication. The students were asked to create small groups 
of two to three people and discuss in English among themselves their plans for the future and things
they had done in the past using the constructions they were taught. It was encouraged that they 
created at least two examples per construction which were written down for the researcher to check 
and collect. The sentences were discussed with all the students at the end of the lesson as well so the
students had the opportunity to ask some final questions. In this exercise it was important that the 
students became capable enough to use the constructions themselves, that the rules were 
internalised fully meaning that they had reached the final stage: automatization. After the second 
exercise it was meant that the students could now use the grammatical construction independently.  
The students would learn how to use the target language to attain the set goal. It is the question if it 
has fully reached the UG so it can be (partly) reset or if the students were able to learn the 
connections to their first language (Schachter 1990). 
2.3.4 The End of the Lesson (5 minutes)
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The lesson ended when there were no more questions to be asked. The students were thanked for 
their participation and they were reminded that the researcher would return with a small test, the 
results of which can be found in the next chapter, after the section which explains the lessons solely 
based on the communicative approach. 
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2.4 Lesson Based on Communicative approach: Overview
In the following section an overview of the lessons given based on the Communicative approach 
can be found. Just like in the previous section the exact nature of the lessons has been noted down 
together with the reasoning behind those choices. The lay-out of the lesson plan is similar to the 
previous ones and based on Effective Learning in the Classroom (Effectief Leren in de Les, Ebbens 
e.a.) and Learning in Five Dimensions (Leren in Vijf Dimensies, Marzano/Miedema). The hand-outs
used by the teacher can be found in the appendix. The following section concerns the next three 
different lessons: two on conditionals given to both the seniors and juniors and one on the past 
simple/present perfect distinction given only to the seniors. The subjects of the lessons are the same 
as the previous lesson, only the way of teaching is different.
2.4.1 Justification Lessons Communicative Approach
According to the nativists and constructivists the communicative way of teaching would be enough,
and even the best way, to teach people a second language. This way of instruction does not include 
an explanation of the grammar and has as aim that students will be able to use a construction as 
long as they hear it often enough (Meisel 2013). If the UG can be fully accessed it will be reset to 
the parameters for the target language in the course of the lesson, according to nativists. 
Constructivists claim that students will be able to use their first language to create connections to 
their second one (Thomasello 2005). The task that the students did was created so that the 
construction that was being taught had to be used so the students would need to learn to pick it up. 
There is an emphasis on regulation so the researcher would need to take on an active role 
throughout the lesson to correct the students on the use of the taught constructions. These 
corrections would need to be internalised.
2.4.2 Introduction Lessons Communicative Approach
Just as with the first lessons, the students were introduced to the purpose of the lessons and told that
it was for a study done for a Master's thesis at Leiden University. The subjects were the same as the 
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varied approach lessons i.e. conditionals or the simple past/present perfect distinction. The students 
were taught these subjects in passing during lessons given by their teachers long ago, but never had 
extensive practice with the constructions. It was mentioned that the researcher would return at a 
later date to perform a test with the students so it was important to pay attention. 
2.4.3 Instruction during the Lesson
The students were explained the theme of the lesson and what kind of structure they would be 
taught (conditionals or past simple/present perfect). Some examples were given of proper ways to 
use these constructions, giving the proper example. The students were told by the researcher what it 
was that they wanted to convey and how they did it using the target construction. If the students had
no further questions they were asked to create groups and create such constructions on their own, 
using their own situation as inspiration. These sentences would need to be written down as well so 
they could be corrected and collected. 
2.4.4 Processing The Subject Matter
The rules were thus not explicitly taught, but the researcher moved around a lot to point the students
in the right direction. It was intended that during this task the students would need less and less help
to create the proper constructions as it became more natural to use them. It would mean that the UG 
would be reset and proper connections were made (Meisel 2013). The students would be able to 
retain the information as it was now stored in their brains completely. The theme of the lessons was 
the same as with the varied approach, past accomplishments and future aspirations. The researcher 
used these same themes to construct the materials for the lessons so none of the groups would have 
an advantage over the other in terms of the vocabulary used so there could be focus on the 
grammatical constructions.
2.4.5 The End of the Lesson
About five to ten minutes before the end of the allotted time the researcher asked the students to 
finish up with what they were doing and announced the end of the lesson. Some time was free for 
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final questions to be asked or corrections to be made. With this the lessons was ended and the 
students were thanked. They were reminded that the researcher would return with a test.
2.4.6 The Test
A week later the researcher returned with said test to be made during regular lesson time. The test 
can be found in the appendix. It was the same short test given to the students of the lesson based on 
the varied approach, namely a simple exercise to check if the students had retained the grammatical 
rules and a free writing exercise to see of the students could use the rules to convey a message to 
another. How the test was made can be found in the Results section. 
Voges 24
2.5 Lessons Based on Communicative Approach: The Lessons
In the following section the lesson which was conducted is explained in more detail. The lesson was
divided in sections according to the exercises and it is explained why these distinctions are made 
and what the use of the choices were according to the theory. 
2.5.1 Introduction (5 minutes)
The researcher introduces herself and explained that the lesson would be given for a master's thesis. 
An overview of the lesson was given, the students would receive a overview of the themes (the 
grammatical construction) and tools (a dictionary and the help of the students and teacher) of the 
lessons and a explanation of the task they would need to perform.
2.5.2 Explanation (10 minutes)
The researcher explained what the task was for the coming lesson. An example was given for each 
of the construction the students would need to know at the end of the lesson, keeping in mind the 
theme of the lesson. The researcher wrote example sentences using the grammatical constructions 
asked for on the whiteboard and explained the difference between them and why this particular 
form of the grammatical construction was chosen. There was no explicit grammar teaching about 
the aspects of the grammatical construction. These sentences remained on the board for the duration
of the lesson. The texts and games chosen for the communicative lessons all were about the same 
theme of future plans and past accomplishments. The text was used as a way to have a cohesive 
story rewritten in a way that made use of a particular form. The games were used to encourage the 
students to speak in English using the construction wanted. It was important to note for the students 
what the difference was between each construction and how they needed to build it in order to start 
working on activating the grammar already present in the brain. 
2.5.3 Doing the Task (20 minutes)
The task was different per lesson, but it was always based on communication in small groups. The 
tasks were short and in the form of a game in which communication towards a set end is the main 
Voges 25
goal. Students were forced to create a cohesive story of their own. It was so that students were 
encouraged to talk in English and correct their fellow peers, taking on the same job as the 
researcher. Most of the games were in the form of short conversations so action and reaction 
between two speakers was encouraged. Regulation is one of the most important factors of a lesson 
conducted in a Sociocultural framework and used extensively. In the form of the short conversations
the students could correct each other by repeating sentence structures correctly. It was encouraged 
that they created at least two examples per construction which were written down for the researcher 
to check and collect. The sentences were discussed with all the students at the end of the lesson as 
well so the students had the opportunity to ask some final questions. In this exercise it was 
important the the students became capable enough to use the constructions themselves, that the 
rules were internalised fully. The students would learn how to use the target language to attain the 
set goal. It is the question if it has fully reached the UG so it can be (partly) reset or if the students 
were able to learn the connections to their first language. 
2.5.4 The End of the Lesson (10 minutes)
The students were asked to return to their seats and a few had to read their written text out loud. 
Other students were asked to give tips and correct sentences and if they could find no  mistakes the 
researcher did this. When the time was up the students  were asked to return the next week to make 
a test and thanked for their participation. 
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3 Results
3.1 Lesson Based on Varied Approach
The first lessons given to both a class of juniors and seniors were those based on the varied 
approach. They consisted of a short grammatical explanation of the rules and was followed by a 
short communicative exercise performed in groups in which communication was encouraged. The 
impression of the lesson given and the results of the tests which were done can be found in this 
section.
3.1.2 General
The students, both the juniors and the seniors, were used to the varied approach in teaching. It 
was how they were taught by their regular programme. The students thus easily picked up on the 
lesson, it being close to how they are originally taught. The seniors were a bit less included to join 
up than the juniors however. The communicative bit of the lesson led to some loud chatter and it 
was key for the researcher to keep the students focussed to the task at hand. Letting the students 
converse in English did cause some trouble as well, as they were not very eager. Most of the 
conversation continued in Dutch, only with the clear-cut speaking exercises the conversation flowed
fully in English. Debating about answers proceeded in Dutch. The students were silent during the 
grammatical instruction and had a firm grasp when they had to fill in the verbs in sentences. They 
did regress a bit when moving on to the communicative bit but after some corrections by the 
researcher that proceeded smoothly as well. Overall was it a lesson to which the reactions were 
generally positive.
The tests were collected by the researcher and corrected. The fill-in-the-gap excercises were 
easy to correct, if the students had filled in the correct form of the grammatical construction they 
were awarded a point. The writing assignments were more difficult to correct as they relied more on
the researcher personal preference. It was decided the sentences written would be corrected on two 
points: if the proper grammatical form was used and if the sentence 'made sense' i.e. the proper 
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words or the message was chosen. This would mean that (what one student wrote) 'If I graduate I 
will throw a party' would score yes on both fronts. However, one student who had written 'When I 
will turn 18, I will drive my motor” would score 'no' on the use of the proper grammatical form for 
not using the conditional properly. This reasoning remains the same for all corrections made for the 
tests.
3.1.3 Juniors
The test done by the juniors started with a simple fill-in-the-gap exercise. In total the students 
could get 5 points. The average score was 2,6. 
The second exercise done was a writing exercise for which they had to create their own sentences. 
The test required the students to create three sentences of their own. The researcher judged these 
sentences to see if they made sense grammatically and semantically. The researcher thus checked 
first if the grammatical construction asked for was present and then if the intended meaning was 
communicated with the words chosen. The results can be found in the following table:
Yes Yes/No No
Conditionals 42,9% 50% 7,1%
Table 3.1 Juniors Varied
The students scored quite well on this exercise. It was evident that the students paid attention to the 
lesson and at least tried to create their own conditionals. 
3.1.4 Seniors
The seniors were given two different kinds of lessons and the researcher did notice that the 
attention was fading by the time the second lesson was given. As mentioned before, the seniors 
seemed less inclined to work with the researcher so more time had to be given to classroom 
management instead of the contents of the lesson than with the juniors. There was some loud chatter
and it was more difficult to retain attention during the grammar explanation as attention faded when
the students thought they got it. When doing the exercises the exercises did prove to be more 
difficult than the students had initially thought. The students noted that they found the exercises on 
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conditionals more difficult than those on the past tense.
The test the seniors made started with a fill-in-the-gap exercise as well. The test of the seniors 
was slightly longer and had a maximum score of 10. The average score of the students on the 
conditional exercise was 5,1. The average score of the exercise on the past tense was 5,7. The fact 
that the students noted that the conditional exercises were more difficult is evident in the results of 
the test.
The second exercise was one were they had to create some sentences of their own, just as with 
the juniors. Again these sentences were judged on the fact if they made sense grammatically and 
semantically. The researcher thus checked first if the grammatical construction asked for was 
present and then if the intended meaning was communicated with the words chosen.The results can 
de found in the following table. 
Yes Yes/No No
Conditionals 40,9% 22,7% 36,4%
Past 36,4% 22,7% 40,9%
Table 3.2 Seniors Varied
The students scored worse than the juniors and there is little variation between the two 
exercises. Just as many students scored well as badly on both the grammatical structures. 
3.2 Lesson Based on Communicative Approach
The second type of lessons conducted were those based on the communicative approach. They 
consisted of a short grammatical explanation of the rules posing as an introduction on the 
grammatical construction taught. The impression of the lesson given and the results of the tests 
which were done can be found in the following paragraphs.
3.2.1 General
The students were less used to having a lesson solely based on the communicative approach. A 
short introduction n the grammatical structures was given, but it took some time before the students 
actively tried to use them, instead reverting to using grammatical structures they knew in order to 
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get across the message they wanted. The researcher was needed for a lot of individual explanation 
and students who did not know what  to do were easily distracted. This lesson was less smooth and 
needed some getting used to by the students. This kind of teaching was difficult to introduce for a 
single lesson. The students did like the more game-like elements of the lesson, but were 
uncomfortable with the grammar introduced in this manner.
3.2.2 Juniors
The test done by the juniors was the same as with the varied approach and started with the same 
simple fill in the gap exercise. In total the students could get 5 points. The average score was 2,0. 
The second exercise done was one were they had to create their own sentences. The test asked the 
students to create three sentences of their own. The researcher judged these sentences to see of they 
made sense grammatically and semantically. The researcher thus checked first if the grammatical 
construction asked for was present and then if the intended meaning was communicated with the 
words chosen. The results can be found in the following table:
Yes Yes/No No
Conditionals 22,7% 50% 27,3%
Table 3.3 Juniors Communicative
3.2.3 Seniors
The seniors were given two different kinds of lessons in the communicative manner as well and 
again it was noticed that the attention was fading by the time the second lesson was given. The 
students did show no preference to any of the lesson and did not consider any of them more easy 
than the other. They did consider some exercises more fun than others but on difficulty they did not 
comment.
The test the seniors made started with a fill in the gap exercise as well. The test of the seniors 
was slightly longer and had a maximum score of 10. The average score of the students on the 
conditional exercise was 4,3. The average score of the exercise on the past tense was 6,0. They 
scored worse on the conditional exercises but better on the past tense exercise than the students with
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the instruction based on the varied approach. There is also a much  larger variety between the scores
for both the grammatical structures.
The second exercise was one were they had t create some sentences of their own, just as with 
the juniors. Again these sentences were judged on the fact if they made sense grammatically and 
semantically. The researcher thus checked first if the grammatical construction asked for was 
present and then if the intended meaning was communicated with the words chosen. The results can
de found in the following table. 
Yes Yes/No No
Conditionals 38,5% 42,3% 19,2%
Past 30,8% 34,6% 34,6%
Table 3.4 Seniors Communicative
The students scored above average for the conditionals. The exercise on the past was made on 
about the same level as the senior students with the varied approach. They did score worse than the 
juniors again. 
3.3 Conclusion
This were the results from the tests done by the students. In the next chapter they will be 
discussed and the conclusions to the research can be found. They will be compared with the 
hypothesises made in the introduction and the information summarised in the literature review. 
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4 Discussion
In the following chapter the Results as found in the previous chapter will be compared with each 
other and discussed, both among the various age ranges and the different kinds of lessons. It will be 
compared to the results of my previous Bachelor’s thesis as well.
4.1 Comparison Results Juniors
First we will take a look at the results of the two tests made by the juniors. A short overview of the 
average score for the first assignment can be found in the following table:
Conditionals
Communicative 2,0
Varied 2,6
Table 4.1 Average scores Juniors
The students who had the lesson based on the varied approach scored a little bit better than those 
who had the lesson based on the communicative approach. For the juniors none of the groups 
mentioned anything about the difficulty of the tests, only about the nature of the second exercise. As
a reminder here were the results of that second writing exercise:
Well Written? Yes Yes/No No
Communicative 22,7% 50% 27,3%
Varied 42,9% 50% 7,1%
Table 4.2 Juniors Writing Assignment
The writing assignment was made better by the students of the varied approach as well. This is 
surprising because the lesson for the students of the Communicative approach was very similar to 
the assignment of the test.  The students did notice, claiming that they could do that exercise 
perfectly, but that was different to the eventual results. The students of the Varied approach were 
confronted with a writing exercise for the first time on the test, but it seemed that with a good grasp 
of the rules the students could do them well the first time. It does seem that with a subject like 
conditionals it works better to give the younger students a grasp of the rules first and then moving 
on to the communicative exercises than letting the students figure it out on their own. The students 
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who were taught in this manner scored higher on both types of exercises.
4.2 Comparison Results Seniors
Now we will take a look at the lessons conducted for the seniors. Here is an overview of the first 
assignment the students made, the fill in the gap exercise: 
Conditionals Past
Communicative 4,3 6,0
Varied 5,1 5,7
Table 4.3 Average scores Seniors
The scores for these exercises do not give an unambiguous answer. The students all scored better on
the exercise concerning the past tense, which was considered the easiest of the two. However, on 
the conditionals the students with the varied approach scored better than those with the 
communicative approach, whilst on the past tense exercises it is the other way around. There is thus
no clear better alternative when considering fill in the gap exercises that focus on grammatical rules 
and a feeling for the foreign language of what sounds natural. Something that may come into play is
how difficult the students considered the exercises. Students with a clear grammatical instruction 
were able to make both the grammatical constructions decently. The students who did not have 
these instructions had to rely on their own internal grammar rules. When the material is difficult a 
single lesson does not seem to be enough to internalise a new grammatical structure, while with an 
easier subject the students seem perfectly capable of creating sentences with the asked verbs in the 
proper tense.
The second exercise the students did was the writing assignment. The scores for both of the lessons 
can be found in the following table: 
Well written? Yes Yes/No No
Varied Conditionals 40,9% 22,7% 36,4%
Communicative 
Conditionals
38,5% 42,3% 19,2%
Varied Past 36,4% 22,7% 40,9%
Communicative Past 30,8% 34,6% 34,6%
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Table 4.4 Seniors Writing Assignment
The scores for this assignment were not great for both the groups. They do not vary greatly among 
the groups, but it is the case that the students who attended the communicative approach lesson 
scored slightly better than those who had the varied approach which was what was predicted as they
had more experience with crafting their own pieces of writing with the asked grammatical structure.
There were more students who scored perfectly for the varied approach however, but a larger 
percentage was not capable of using the construction at all. What is particular to note is that the 
conditional construction with which the students had more trouble in the first assignment was done 
better than the past tense exercise the second time around. The students seem better at creating their 
own conditionals than filling in pre-existing ones. When working with a construction they do know, 
as they showed with scoring higher on the past construction, they revert to using wrong tenses when
creating their own sentences. The difference in scores is not particularly grand, but is something to 
keep in mind. 
4.3 Comparison Seniors and Juniors with Previous Thesis
Here we will discuss the results of the test as a whole. As mentioned in the introduction of this 
thesis, this Master's thesis is a continuation of a similar research done for my Bachelor's and 
concerned the communicative approach as well, comparing it to a grammatical approach to 
learning, which is part of the varied approach. During the experiment, which was done similarly to 
this one, the passive construction was explained to a group of juniors of the same age as in the 
current experiment. The only difference was that they were at a slightly higher level of education 
(the Dutch VWO level instead of HAVO, which was the class available this time). During the 
previous thesis it was found that the students scored slightly better on both fill in the gap exercises 
and written assignments when taught in a communicative manner. 
The results this time were less clear. The juniors this time score better on both counts when 
faced with the varied approach to teaching. The scores for the fill in the gap exercise were not great,
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but they scored quite well on the written exercise. Better than the seniors at least, who did not do 
quite as well on the written exercise. They did do better on the fill in the gap exercise. A possible 
explanation will be given in the next paragraph for this. For now it is of importance to look at the 
different groups and which approach made them retain the most information. Juniors at a slightly 
lower level of education score better when taught in a communicative way. At a slightly higher level
they do better with a varied way of teaching, preferring having some of the rules within grasp. It 
could be that that at a higher level students prefer to rely on rules, or that the passives are easier 
learned in a communicative manner and conditionals in a varied manner. It is uncertain if the 
difference relies on a difference in level or grammatical structure. 
This was the first time this researcher looked at the effect of teaching methods in groups of 
seniors. There was a variance among these results as well. For the communicative exercise the 
students scored about the same for every type of grammatical structure and teaching method. There 
is however a large variety in the first exercise. For the students who were taught in the 
communicative manner there is a large variance between the scores. They scored very much worse 
on the conditional exercise than with the past exercise. That was the case with juniors as well, they 
scored well with the communicative way of teaching when faced with passives and not so well with
conditionals. The students who had the varied approach to teaching scored better on the exercise 
concerning the past as well, but the score was much closer than the one on conditionals. The 
students themselves did remark during the experiment they found the conditionals much more 
difficult than the past, so the difference was expected. The fact that these differences in scores were 
not evident in the written exercises does suggest that the students do not think back much on what 
and how they were taught when having to write themselves. The rules seem to leave their grasp 
when faced with communicating cohesive stories.
4.4 Theory
The question is how these differences can be explained when looking at the theory.  First we 
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discussed the theory of Universal Grammar, the theory that children have an innate knowledge of 
language and grammar (Ambridge et al. 2001). This innate knowledge would be reset from the L1 
to the L2 when faced with enough input in the target language. The learners would have access to 
this UG, but how much varies by age according to some (Meisel 2013).  Supporters of this theory 
plead for a communicate manner of teaching as students would learn languages inductively. People 
who plead for the constructivist theory prefer the communicative way of teaching as well. They, 
however, claim that learning a second language is easiest when learners use the language, and so 
meaning and structure will arise (Thomasello 2005). Learning a language in a communicative 
manner does pose some problems according to both the theories. Nativists, who rely on the UG, do 
think it would be difficult for learners past their Critical Period to learn a second language 
inductively due to the restricted access to the UG. Constructivists grapple with this as well, as 
younger learners would be quicker to grasp the connections between the grammar.  The Poverty of 
Stimulus Hypothesis is difficult  for both theories as well. Nativists are afraid that some mental 
grammars can not be learned inductively from stimuli available to the learner. Constructivists 
believe that the input provided in a classroom would not be a true reflection of natural input (Zyzik 
2009) and would lead to imperfect L2 speakers. 
The question is how these theories connect to the results found in this thesis. The fact that the 
Seniors scored worse for the written exercises could be due to them having moved past the Critical 
Period of language learning. However, this explanation does not seem to work for the purely 
grammatical fill-in-the-gap exercises they did. They did score quite well on those when having an 
exercise on the past. The students who followed the communicative approach lesson to teaching 
scored the best on this exercise overall. This may had to do with the UG. The past was considered 
the easiest construction of he two so maybe it took less time for the UG to be reset to the parameters
of the L2. For the more difficult conditionals a single lesson could not have been enough to fully 
reset the UG. This could also be the case for the juniors, they scored better with the varied 
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approach, a lesson solely based on communication not enough to properly grasp the conditionals. It 
is difficult to say that the students have grasped meaning and structure as well, as the constructivists
say. This could also come back to the fact that the students only had a single lesson. Keeping in 
mind the Poverty of Stimulus Hypothesis the input given during the experiment was not enough to 
help the students grasp the conditionals. For an easier subject like the past it was enough, or more 
close to being enough, but with the difficult conditionals there was too little time to find structure. It
could be said that students are being confronted with the past tense a lot more often than the 
conditionals which are less frequent in the spoken language students are confronted most by (for 
example on tv). A sentence in the test using the combination of a conditional and a negative (If she 
didn't see him every day, she'd be lovesick) was made correctly by almost none of the students. It 
could be the case that it would take a lot more time for the rules of the conditionals to be learned as 
there is little basis on which can be build in a single lesson.
This would need to be researched further. To the answer if resetting parameters from the L1 to 
the L2 no conclusive evidence was found. It seems that for some constructions, which are easier, a 
single lesson can influence the parameters as the students who were taught the past construction 
scored relatively high. To see if this resetting by inductive teaching is possible students would need 
to be taught for a longer period of time with the communicative approach, as then it can only be 
seen if the parameters will reset eventually no matter what the age of the students and the difficulty 
level of the grammatical construction. 
4.5 Conclusion
It is thus not possible to have a simple answer to the question if the Varied or Communicative 
approach works best. For the simpler grammatical structures it seems that a Communicative 
approach can work very well (as found with the past construction for the seniors and the passives 
for the juniors), but for conditionals, which apparently is quite difficult for most students, a Varied 
approach works best. Handing students the rules enables them to get a decent score, but scoring 
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above average seem possible with an easier subject and the Communicative approach. It is thus not 
the case that one approach works best in all case, it is important to look at a different approach for 
various grammatical constructions. 
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5 Conclusion
5.1 General Conclusion
This research was carried out as a continuation of a Bachelor’s thesis on alternative ways of 
teaching. The best way of teaching is not something a clear-cut answer has been given to. This 
thesis tried to shed some light if a lesson solely based on communication – as preferred by the 
nativist and constructivist theory of language learning – or a more varied approach would benefit 
students of different ages more. During the Bachelor's thesis it was found that a communicative 
approach worked better for younger students than a rule-based manner of teaching. The students 
who were taught in the communicative way scored better on both a grammatical and free-writing 
exercise which made use of the passives. For this master's thesis, it was hypothesised that the 
communicative approach would continue to work for the junior students, even with a different 
grammatical structure. However, older students were thought to benefit more from a varied 
approach as they have moved past the Critical Period of language learning.
To shed some light on this problem an experiment was carried out. Four groups of students, two 
each from the different age groups were taught in a way corresponding to either the communicative 
or varied approach. The seniors were taught conditionals and the use of the past simple and present 
perfect. The juniors were taught only a single grammatical construction, the conditionals, as they 
were tested with the passives a year ago. The results for this research were not as clear-cut as 
hypothesised. The juniors scored better when taught with the varied approach and for the seniors it 
differed per grammatical construction: scoring higher with the varied approach on conditional as 
well, but on the past exercise doing better with the communicative approach. This seems to suggest 
that the best method of teaching something is not so much reliant on the age of the students, but 
more on the type of construction taught. 
It is of course difficult to claim that this is always the case. For this research we worked with 
large groups of teenagers at different periods of the day so results will always vary. This researcher 
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teaches differently than others so this could always influence the results. The older students were 
not always paying attention so it is the question how much of the tests was made on previous 
knowledge and educated guesses than the information provided by the researcher. A single lesson 
on a subject is also very little to learn a (relatively) new grammatical construction. When this 
research had continued for more lessons the results could have been very different. The results of 
this lesson are only relevant for grammatical constructions learned in a single hour and retained for 
a week.
5.2 Putting the Research in Context
This research was a continuation of a previous one, but since the results do not completely overlap 
correspondent on every front more research will be needed to have a decisive answer on the subject 
if a communicative or varied approach works better. It is difficult to say that a communicative 
approach works best in all cases, as pleaded for by the nativists and constructivists, as students in 
this experiment did better on some fronts when faced with a varied approach. To reset the UG, or let
students find their own connections in the L2 seems not to be possible in a single lesson. The 
question for a further research could be if teaching students in a particular way for a longer term 
would lead to a variation in the results. For a single lesson the best approach seems to depend on the
grammatical construction, the difficulty maybe influencing how easy it is to pick up on inductively. 
Again, as concluded in my Bachelor's thesis: it is thus not the case that one approach works best in 
all cases, but it is important to look at a different approach for various grammatical constructions. 
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7 Appendix
Appendix A – Varied Approach Teacher Handout Juniors Conditionals 
Explanation given about the first and second conditional
Conditionals consist of a main and sub clause. The sub-clause gets introduced with if. 
So you have the sentence [I am not going to walk home] which is a main clause.
You can introduce this sentence with [if it rains] → [if it rains, I am not going to walk home]
You can choose if you want to add then inbetween the sentences.
Today we are going to work with the first and second conditional.
The first conditional we use for future situations that are very likely to happen:
 
[If you prepare properly, you will pass the test]
We create those sentences by using a present simple, will + infinitive.
The second conditional is used for future situation that are not very likely to happen
[If I won the lottery, I would buy a car]
We create those sentences by using a past simple, would + infinitive
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Appendix B – Varied Approach Students Handout Juniors Conditionals
Exercise 1
If you (to study) hard, you (to get) into the school of your choice.
If Sarah (to win) a lot of money, she (to start) her own company.
If Henry (to cause) more problems, he (to get) fired.
If  I (to lose) my job, I (to apply) to join the police, even though my boss likes me.
If I (to have) more time, I (to do) a second study.
If she (to finish) her subjects this year, she (to get) a guaranteed job offer.
Exercise 2
In groups, create your own sentences in the first and second conditional about your own future 
plans. 
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Appendix C – Communicative Approach Students Handout Seniors Conditionals
I often wonder about my future as I am about to finish secondary school. The number one 
question on my mind is which profession should I choose? It is very hard to make any 
definite choices, because I know they will affect me for the rest of my life. I want a 
profession that will satisfy me, challenge me, and bring me joy. I believe that a job should be 
like a hobby. I want to love my work, and know that I am making a difference in this world 
by helping other people.
First of all, I want to finish secondary school. Soon I will take the first important exam of my
life - the final graduation exam. I will be tested in four different subjects: the Czech and 
German languages, biology, and chemistry. After my graduation, I would like to study at the 
Medical University to become a doctor.
Ever since I was a child, I have dreamt of curing people and healing diseases.
It takes a long time to study medicine. It is very difficult and requires a tremendous amount 
of patience and hard work. I hope that I will be able to meet these challenges, and that my 
dream will come true. Later, I would like to work in a hospital or in private practice.
During my secondary studies, I worked on biology and chemistry projects. The experience 
from working on these projects has given me insight into science that far exceeds what I 
could have learned at school. In addition, I also developed my patience and diligence, and 
gained valuable experience when I gave public speeches about our research. This opportunity
will be a great advantage for my future studies.
During the last few summer vacations, I worked as an assistant nurse at a hospital. I believe 
that real life experience with patients, medicine, doctors, and nurses is the best start for a 
future medical student.
I cannot really imagine having a family yet, but I am 18 years old, so I have to start thinking 
about it
As for now, I am only focusing my attention on finishing my studies. Also, before I have 
a family, I would like to travel overseas. I want to see countries like Japan, Finland and travel
through the African continent. After I finish my education and travels, I plan to get married 
and have a family. I would like to live with my future family in a quiet, natural countryside 
setting.
I am personally interested in becoming a doctor, however, there are many different career 
opportunities. You can work in manufacturing, service, agriculture or business. Everyone has 
to decide which path is best for him or herself, once they finish elementary school. One 
option is to continue secondary school. The second option is to choose another branch of the 
educational system. It is very important to consider your interests when you choose your 
future profession. Everyone would like to be good at what they choose.
Sometimes, people continue to study even after they receive their degree. It is always 
important to learn, and in some professions, you have to constantly study in order to be at the
forefront of your field. For example, doctors, scientists, and computer programmers must be 
aware of the latest research in the field and apply this knowledge to their work.
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Appendix D – Varied Approach Teacher Handout Seniors Conditionals
Explanation given about the first and second conditional
Conditionals consist of a main and sub clause. The sub-clause gets introduced with if. 
So you have the sentence [I am not going to walk home] which is a main clause.
You can introduce this sentence with [if it rains] → [if it rains, I am not going to walk home]
You can choose if you want to add then inbetween the sentences.
Today we are going to work with the four conditionals.
The zero conditional is used for real situations in the present
[If water reaches 100 degrees, it boils]
The first conditional we use for future situations that are very likely to happen:
 
[If you prepare properly, you will pass the test]
We create those sentences by using a present simple, will + infinitive.
The second conditional is used for future situation that are not very likely to happen
[If I won the lottery, I would buy a car]
We create those sentences by using a past simple, would + infinitive
The third conditional we use for past, unreal situations.
[If you had prepared properly, you would have passed the test]
We create those sentences by using a past perfect, would have + past participle.
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Appendix E – Varied Approach Students Handout Seniors Conditionals
Exercise 1
If you (to study) hard, you (to get) into the school of your choice.
If Sarah (to win) a lot of money, she (to start) her own company.
If you (to not be) late, we (to not miss) the bus.
If I (to miss) my train, I (to be) late for work again.
If I (to have) more time, I (to do) a second study.
If he (to become) a musician, he (to record) a CD.
Lots of people (to come) to the office party, if we (to organise) it. 
If she (to finish) her subjects this year, she (to get) a guaranteed job offer.
Exercise 2
In groups, create your own sentences using conditionals about your own future plans. 
Voges 47
Appendix F –Communicative Approach Students Handout Juniors Conditionals
Complete the sentences:
If I feel exhausted this evening,
If I could turn invisible
As soon as this class finishes,
If I am distracted the next time I am trying to work/ study, 
If I am offered a great job somewhere remote
If I won the lottery
If I could change history
If I could freeze time
If I became internet famous
If I get fed up with my work/ studies,
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Appendix G – Varied Approach Teacher Handout Seniors Past Simple/Present Perfect
Tenses that are difficult to keep apart are the [past simple and present perfect since they are both 
used for things in the past.
[I worked]
and 
[I have worked]  are both perfect means to start a sentence about working in the past.
The things to keep in mind when choosing to use the simple past or present perfect are signal 
words. When words like just, already or (not) yet have been used the present perfect is needed.
[I phoned Mary two minutes ago]
[I have just phoned Mary]
When asking/telling about events you use the simple past when talking about one certain event. If 
you ask if something has happened or how often you use the present perfect.
[He went to Canada last summer]
[Have you ever been to Canada?]
[I have been to Canada twice]
The last one is keeping in mind if you want to tell about an action (simple past) or you want to 
emphasise the result (past perfect).
[The road is closed. There has been an accident]
[I had an accident when I was in Manchester last year]
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Appendix H – Varied Approach Students Handout Seniors Past Simple/Present Perfect
Exercise 1
On Monday I (to work) three hours overtime and (to come) home very late in the evening.
From Tuesday to Thursday I (to be) on a business trip.
Last week I (to be) very busy and I (to not have) the time to do a lot in the household.
I (to finish) my report so I can show it to my boss. Now everything is ready.
She (to work) there since 2012.
He (to work) for two years.
Exercise 2
In groups, tell about your past accomplishments using the past simple and present perfect.
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Appendix I – Communicative Approach Students Handout Seniors Past Simple/Present 
Perfect
Ask Questions:
Have you ever done an extreme sport?
What did you watch on TV yesterday?
Have you been abroad recently?
What are some things you have already done since the start of the week?
Where is a place that you have not been to yet, but really want to visit?
HAVE YOU EVER...
Receive an awful gift
Fall asleep in class/at workplace
Give a false excuse to get out of something
Help someone in danger
Give someone a fake phone number
Live in another city
Meet a famous person
Skip a class/day at work
Lie about your age
Spill your drink over someone else
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Appendix J – Test Juniors Conditionals
Excercise 1
If you need the car in the afternoon, I (go) shopping in the morning.
If I (wear) a hat, I would look like an old woman.
I'll buy this bag if they (have) it in blue.
She wouldn't pay cash if she (had) a credit card.
If I didn't have you, I (not know) what to do.
Exercise 2
Complete the sentences:
If the Internet disappeared
If I were a bird
If I could turn invisible
Voges 52
Appendix K – Test Seniors Conditionals 
Exercise 1
If I (be) stronger, I'd help you carry the piano.
If we'd seen you, we (stop).
If we (meet) him tomorrow, we'll say hello.
He would have repaired the car himself if he (have) the tools.
If you drop the vase, it (break).
If I hadn't studied, I (not pass) the exam.
I wouldn't go to school by bus if I  (have) a driving licence.
If she (not see) him every day, she'd be lovesick.
I (not travel) to London if I don't get a cheap flight.
We'd be stupid if we (tell) him about our secret.
Exercise 2
Create 3 sentences using conditionals about your own future plans. 
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Appendix L – Test Seniors Past Simple/Present Perfect
Exercise 1
I (just / finish) my homework.
Mary (already / write) five letters.
Tom (move) to this town in 1994.
My friend (be) in Canada two years ago.
I (not / be) to Canada so far.
But I (already / travel) to London a couple of times.
Last week, Mary and Paul (go) to the cinema.
I can't take any pictures because I (not / buy) a new film yet.
(they / spend) their holiday in New Zealand last summer?
(you / ever / see) a whale?
Exercise 2
Tell about your past accomplishments using the past simple and present perfect at least 3 times 
each.
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Appendix M – Data 
Juniors Varied
Juniors Communicative
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Seniors Varied
Seniors Communicative
